the artistic calling, the artist's position and function in bourgeois society, and the artist's responsibilities to Geist. At the same time, their intense concern with (and at times glorification of) the artist's special calling created in many German writers a growing sense of separateness from the rest of society. Authors, particularly in the fin de sk'cle era, frequently felt isolated and alienated from ""normal" life; because of their unique artistic temperaments and their special, "higher" calling, many of them felt like outsiders who did not belong to bourgeois society. Frequently, this sense of social isolation resulted also in a conscious withdrawal from the real world, especially the world of power and politics. Perceiving the inner world of Geist rather than the external world as the authentic one, and regarding active involvement in social or political issues as incompatible with or even harmful to their "higher" artistic calling, German writers generally scorned political engagement. Many escaped from what they perceived as oppressive social or political conditions by retreating into the "6unpolitical"9 realm of the spirit. But this unpolitical disdain for issues of power and politics had serious political consequences. Their "inner emigration" led many into resignation about the existence of social evil and political injustice; the result was widespread political fatalism concerning the possibility of sociopolitical change or silent acceptance of the status quo. ' As the story of Tonio Kroger illustrates, external challenges, especially from authority, can play a significant role in the proces s by which individuals or groups clarify their self-image, define their social role, and choose their political responses, for such challenges often stimulate self-reflection. Hermann Hesse, a contemporary of Thomas Mann, reached much the same conclusion: reflecting on the writer's calling shortly before the First World War, Hesse observed that "the Literati, exactly like every physician orjudge or civil servant, are instructed and enlightened (aufgekliirt) about the essence and character of their vocation through the kinds of demands that others make on them."2 Among the many external challenges faced by fin de skw'cle German writers, one of the most pervasive and potentially serious to their careers was that of censorship. German writers in the imperial era had to contend with a more extensive, and less tolerant system of censorship than their counterparts in France or Britain. Although the Imperial Press Law of 1874 guaranteed freedom of the press in Germany and abolished preventive or prior censorship (i.e., the need to obtain official approval before a work could be published), the Imperial Criminal Code still permitted local prosecutors to confiscate, and with court approval to destroy, any printed matter that violated the laws against obscenity, blasphemy, or k1se majestM. Under certain conditions, authorities could also prosecute the author of such works; if convicted, the defendant could be fined up to 1,000 marks or imprisoned for up to five years. In contrast to the press, the public stage in Germany was still subject to prior censorship in the imperial era, for in most German cities theater directors had to obtain prior police approval for each drama that was to be performed publicly. Police had the right to ban any drama they believed would endanger public peace or security or would threaten the existing moral or political order. While it is true that France, Great Britain, and other nations also had laws prohibiting obscene or blasphemous publications, the laws in Germany were generally applied more stringently (e.g. authors, not merely publishers or booksellers, could be prosecuted), and the German penalties tended to be more severe. As for the public stage, France abolished its system of theater censorship in 1905-06, although Britain, like Germany, required that all new stage plays be submitted for prior state approval. B3ritish theater censorship, however, was far more lenient than its German counterpart: during the decade 1891-1900, for example, only twenty-two plays were banned in all of Britain, while during that same period, 157 works were banned in the city of Berlin alone!3 Censorship, in short, posed a far more significant and frequent threat to writers in late nineteenth century Germany than it did to writers in either France or Britain. While it is true that, in the end, the success of German censors in suppressing certain types of artistic products fell far short of their intentionS,4 this seldom deterred them from trying, and it did little to diminish the anger, frustration, and sometimes psychological trauma involved for the authors who ran afoul of the censors.
Censorship is, in the broadest sense, an attempt by society (through its authorized agents, the governing authorities) to control artists by defining the limits of artistic activity and by isolating or punishing artists who violate those boundaries. It therefore reveals a good deal about what a society considers the proper role of art and artists to be. For artists, in turn, the experience of being censored can significantly affect their self-image, their vocational identity, their perception of their place within society, and their level of political consciousness and engagement. This essay will examine how the experience of being censored affected the views of several German authors of the imperial era concerning their calling as writers and their relation to German society and/or the imperial authorities.
Between 1 885 and the First World War, approximately twenty German authors of serious literary works, including such figures as Conrad Alberti, Hermann Bahr, Hugo Ball, Klabund, and Ludwig Thoma, were prosecuted for what they had written. Of these, roughly one-fourth were acquitted, another one-fourth were fined, and the rest were imprisoned for anywhere from two weeks to one year. Scores of other authors -some of them major figures such as Gerhart Hauptmann, Paul Heyse, Arthur Schnitzler, and Carl Sternheim, some relatively obscure and now forgotten -saw at least one of their works temporarily or permanently confiscated, or had the public performance of one or more of their dramas prohibited by the police. Many of the authors who experienced censorship, especially those for whom censorship meant merely the banning of one of their dramas from the public stage, have left little or no indication of how that encounter affected them and their attitudes toward German society. But for others, especially those who were actually prosecuted, the experience was a significant one that they discussed in print or in private diaries and correspondence. We know little about how the former group responded to censorship, but we do know something about how the latter group did, and it is on this group that my study will necessarily concentrate.
While it comes as no surprise that the experience of censorship generally aggravated these authors' sense of estrangement from German society, the extent of their alienation, the form it took, and the conclusions they drew from it varied greatly. I have identified three distinct types of alienation exhibited by censored authors in imperial Germany: "radical alienation," "6ambivalent alienation,"1 1 and what I shall call for lack of a better term, "internalized alienation.""5 Radically alienated authors, because of the antipathy they perceived in Germany toward their own work and toward writers in general, completely severed their ties with German society to preserve their artistic integrity. Authors who internalized their alienation, despite certain resentments they may have harbored toward the imperial order, never abandoned their hope of becoming reconciled with their society, even if this meant sacrificing some artistic autonomy or even renouncing their own work. The ambivalently alienated seemed torn between these two poles.
LI
The best example of an author impelled into radical alienation by censorship was Oskar Panizza (1 853-192 1). In the 1890s, six different stories, dramas, or satirical writings of Panizza's were confiscated by police; for one of these works,DasLiebeskonzil(l 894), Panizza was convicted for blasphemy and served 1 year in a Bavarian prison.6 Panizza, one of the earliest, most active, and most eccentric members of Mfichael Georg Conrad's circle of Munich naturalists, the Gesellschaftfiir modernes Leben, believed adamantly in the inner-directed artist's absolute autonomy from external constraints. His experience with censorship and his incarceration helped transform him from a critic to a hostile enemy of German society.
Prior to his confrontation with the state, Panizza had argued that artistic talent and genius bordered closely on what society labeled "abnormal"" or "insane." To Panizza, all creative thought was the result of an individual's unique, mysterious demonic illusions. Artists must follow their own inner daemon, regardless of the consequences; they must never compromise their convictions, even when these appeared to conflict with external "reality."' Even though they might be labeled abnormal or even regarded as insane by others, artists must always place their deepest inner convictions -their "holy spirit"' -above society's arbitrary and relative norms. To Panizza, true artists were thus martyrs; they were inevitably condemned and persecuted by society, which insisted on imposing on them its own meaningless standards. ' After his 1895 trial and conviction, Panizza proclaimed even more passionately the eternal irreconcilability of artists and society. He spoke satirically -although with profound earnestness -of the "poet's divine right" (Gontesgnadentum des Dichters).8 Poets were endowed with a special inspiration and ability to express their insights, he believed; this gift was bestowed only on artists, and it both enabled and compelled them to follow their inspirations and convictions regardless of all social considerations or legal constraints. According to Panizza, the burden artists bore was a heavy one, and their special calling entailed suffering and constant struggle; they were answerable only to a higher authority and could not be absolved from their duties by any man, state, prosecutor, parliament, or nation. Society, however, refused to recognize the poet's calling; and because poets, in turn, refused to accept society's arbitrary norms, society tried to stifle poets and prevent them from expressing their inner, divinely-inspired convictions. If poets insisted on following their convictions, society either imprisoned them, forced them into exile, or declared them insane. But those whom society regards as insane are tolerated and left alone. To Panizza, then, the insane asylum was perhaps the only feasible alternative open to the artist within society. Although being declared insane meant social isolation, it meant also complete spiritual freedom. Panizza satirically suggested that until society was ready to recognize their right of self-expression and to heed their truths, artists should petition parliament for the freedom and protection offered by legal insanity. In another work, he advised the guardians of the state to declare all freethinkers criminal psychotics and to confine them to a huge asylum (he suggested the Pfalz); this, he reasoned, would both protect them from future social persecution and at the same time permit society to preserve its precious norms.9
Panizza's imprisonment irrevocably estranged him from the German social and political order and radicalized his political outlook. He emerged from prison a deeply embittered enemy of his native land and immediately repudiated it in the most decisive and vehement manner possible. ' While in prison, Panizza reflected on German society's brutal treatment of writers and voiced his anger in caustic satirical works. In Ein Jahr Gefdngn is, his jailhouse diary, he spoke of a "land of the non-promulgation of thoughts" (Gedankennichtverlautbarung) in Northern Europe where the climate was so frigid that most inhabitants had learned to breathe only through their noses. For those who exhaled through their mouth found that their breath immediately froze into a solid icicle protruding from their lips. Police would then quickly appear, grab hold of the frozen objects, and drag the unfortunates before a court, where they were sentenced to up to 8 years in prison, depending on the length of the icy evidence. Thus the natives were extremely careful not to breathe their thoughts out through their mouths, where these could be heard, seen, and seized by the police -indeed, they had learned that even talking about breathing was dangerous.'0 In another of his prison works, Panizza referred to the "buryingalive" (Lebendigbegraben) of poets, writers, journalists, and artists in late nineteenth century Germany and lamented that no voices cried out in protest.'1I During his incarceration, Panizza also reflected more deeply about Germany's social and political system and drew radical conclusions. In the early 1 890s, he had briefly tried to help form an alliance between Munich's avantgarde naturalist writers and the city's Social Democratic working class. 12 Richard Dehmel, another ambivalently alienated author, was twice indicted for obscenity and blasphemy, but acquitted both timeS.39 Because of a legal technicality, he narrowly missed being indicted a third time, and would have almost certainly been convicted on that occasion; as a result of that incident, a court ruled that a collection of his poems was obscene and blasphemous, and ordered it destroyed. 40 After his second censorship trial in 1900, Dehmel complained bitterly that the writer's path in Germany was strewn with more thorns than roses and he too toyed with the idea of leaving. Yet after a brief trip abroad, he admitted his "stupid German heart" got the better of his "clever, cosmopolitan head" and he returned eagerly to his homeland. Although still complaining about having to live with unpleasant state prosecutors as fellow citizens, he rationalized that the situation elsewhere was probably no better. ' As a result of his indictment, Dehmel too searched his soul and admitted his legal problems might be partly deserved. While quickly brushing aside the prosecutor's charges of obscene intent, in his Tagebuch and in private correspondence Dehmel admitted that as an artist, he had let the uncreative "spirit of mere opposition (blofien Widerspruches) against our times" speak too often and too loudly in his work,4 and he reproached himself for "partially disfiguring" his art with a faddish "truth-braggadocio" (Wahrheitsrenommage) that was actually less concerned with the truth than with boasting about one's interesting experiences. "So now it seems to me a half-deserved punishment of fate that last week the Munich prosecutor confiscated my second book," he wrote a friend; "I feel, Similarly, the naturalist Hermann Sudermann, after two of his dramas had been banned from public performance in the 1890s, 5' voiced his resentments over the indignities writers must suffer in German society. In 1900 Sudermann helped found and lead the Goethebund, a broad-based organization of artists and academics organized to defend intellectual freedom against a proposed new law, the "Lex Heinze," that was to crack down on "obscene" materials and "immoral" art. In his first speech to the organization, Sudermann complained that German writers and intellectuals were tired of being treated like unruly ".4stepchildren of the nation" who were arbitrarily disciplined and shoved hither and yon by the nation's political leadership. Considering their cultural importance, Sudermann continued, German society had not granted writers, artists, and academics the respect and influence they deserved. 5 But like Ernst, Sudermann also engaged in a novel form of self reproach. In his Goethebund speech, he told the assembled artists and writers that they themselves were largely responsible for their lamentable position vis a~ vis the conservative political forces seeking to censor and silence them. Their own disagreements and lack of unity had hitherto condemned German intellectuals to political impotence, he charged. Worse yet, too many artists had been caught up in a hyperaesthetic, insular (wehf'remde) arrogance; they had turned their backs on the great issues of the times and had cut themselves off from the wider populace. As a result, the artistic and intellectual community had not only underestimated the power and irreconcilable hatred of its reactionary opponents, but some members had The time has come, and honor demands, that now, finally, finally, they fulfill the demands of the Geist in this country, too, that they become agitators and ally themselves with the people against Power .... He who exercises might and authority must be our enemy. An intellectual who sides with the ruling caste commits treason against the Geist."6
The cases of Panizza, Conradi, Wedekind, Dehmel, Wildenbruch, Ernst, and Sudermann discussed above illustratejust how close and enormously complex was the relationship, pointed out by both Thomas and Heinrich Mann, between German writers' social isolation, their sense of the artist's calling, and their strange, even perverse response to oppressive power. And they make clear as well just how unwilling or unable pre-war German authors, even those who had personally been affected by oppressive state power, were to heed Heinrich Mann's call for a socially-integrated and politically engaged German intelligentsia.
As a result of their encounters with censorship, these authors all experienced some degree of estrangement from imperial Germany, and all had to confront the problem of the writer's social isolation. The radically alienated authors blamed their isolation on a hostile society and/or state that forced artists into the role of outcast or outlaw. Because they were convinced it ostracized and victimized artists like themselves, these authors decisively repudiated German society. The ambivalently alienated authors also rebuked their nation forits belittlement and maltreatment of artists; at the same time, however, they believed that their conflicts with the censor could be partly traced to their own shortcomings as writers, to the maladroit way they sometimes exercised their craft. The social or political criticism they voiced was thus tempered and supplemented by a Selbstkritik. Authors who internalized their alienation were more self-critical still, going so far as to imply that writers' isolation in Germany might be as much self-imposed as it was a result of some national antipathy toward art.
Far from lamenting their social and political isolation, radically alienated authors seemed almost to exult in it. For they concluded that modern writers could fulfill their mission only by withdrawing from bourgeois society, by remaining absolutely free from the dictates and constraints it continually sought to impose. To them, artistic integrity was possible only outside society. Ambivalently alienated authors, although feeling that the society and/or the state of imperial Germany thwarted artists from freely and fully exercising their craft, were at the same time unwilling either to sever completely their social ties or to sacrifice their artistic independence to society's dictates. They were thus torn between the seemingly irreconcilable demands of artistic integrity and social integration. Like Tonio Kr6ger, they accepted with resignation their isolation as the fate of the writer in the modern world. Authors who internalized their alienation wished to overcome their social isolation and believed it was possible to reconcile the artist's calling with society's norms. If artists were integrated into the structures of power, if artists became "insiders" who helped the state define and enforce the socially acceptable limits of artistic activityi.e., if they assisted the authorities in censorship -then the artificial conflict between art and society would be resolved. For these authors, then, artistic integrity was possible within German society.
If we examine how these alienated authors chose to respond to oppressive social or political conditions, we discover that none translated their sense of alienation into the kind of effective political action that Heinrich 
